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In addition to these changes in social milieu, the structure of patronage of monastic
Buddhism may also have changed by this time. As argued in Chapter Four, around
the 1st century CE, Buddhist monasteries in the Deccan started accepting land grants
and endowments from powerful donors including royal families. As they secured
consistent income from invested money and land, they became less dependent on
small donations from common people at least for their subsistence. This shift from
collective patronage to personal patronagé by a few donors may have become an
unavoidable choice for the monésteries when the urban economy was disrupted in ca.
250-300 CE due to warfare and the move to a new capital city.

Thié new structure of patronage may not have been totally beneficial for the
long-term sustenance of the monastery. While this new situation may have brought
stable income to the monasteries and attentive support from wealthy donors, the fate
of the monasteries now cfucially depended on the favour and fate of a few powerful
patrons. Particularly problematic was the relationship with the kings, the most

powerful donors.

XWebNRICHIZD, BEFEEDOERBICKIDBMER L TENFT,
Akira Shimada, Early Buddhist Architecture in Context, 2013, Koninklijke
Brill NV )
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